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Abstract

As the world’s largest developing country, China officially put forward the strategic goals of “carbon
EHAERE
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peaking and carbon neutrality” in 2020. This significant decision has not only reshaped the pattern
of macroeconomic development, but also profoundly influenced the business logic and value orien-
tation of micro-enterprises. This paper explores the relationship between ESG performance and
debt financing costs, finding that good ESG performance can reduce debt financing costs, and all
three dimensions of E, S, and G have a negative impact on debt financing costs, but there are obvious
differences in significance and impact intensity. Among them, the environmental dimension has the
strongest and most significant cost reduction effect, followed by the governance dimension, and the
social dimension has the weakest impact. In terms of the moderating mechanism, information
transparency can positively moderate the negative correlation between ESG performance and debt
financing costs. Heterogeneity analysis further reveals that the negative impact of ESG performance
on the cost of debt financing is stronger in high-pollution industries. Compared with state-owned
enterprises, non-state-owned enterprises achieve a more prominent effect in reducing the cost of
debt financing by improving ESG performance.
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1. 5|15

W& Sk (T HRF SR RIS S SR, AMKAE ESG 75 TH 1 R IR O T T 2 KAl
ETNESER RN EESHE L, KL A w ek EALEGE ESG RILIFHE s ESG {5 BRI & .
M 2018 FEEMESAZIT Y (T2 "G ERAEN) & A B 7 SCHF S ESG 15 B3R SR B A AHESE,
F) 2020 4F “WER” HARRARL, FE) 2022 4F ESG 15 BAHER M AL, AR EE D E AR ESG SEEM
H AR R NBCR RSB B FEHLE 50T, ASCLL 2018~2024 43P 9R A I BT A R NFEAR, RGHRTT ESG
RIS 155 b BT RARIFEM,  DLRAS BB W —H IR, IFEhG “XUi” HbsS3EEl, &
FATA PR RS, Al ESG SEER S b Bt AR B 7R .

AL PRTTRR E AT S, AT Z DB R, IRARINT ESG RILX 51 55 it 53 sl A
s, $hE T A2 BB AL L B RS N I B R TR S AR RRE IR AE Ak W 55 Ak
MIFFE N R W, EARREIERUTH, KRTEEEYEAE, KE R HTIISE R R, A
SO IR R A e B 5SS BRI M R a B RS AR A5 S DU E (PP AR b
SN & A ST

2. HRERA

1E ESG KI5 i 55 il 5% BUAS 5% R BRI T 40038, FAH DR OR R IO AL o5 LU AR B i, 22 BOTHRIE SEAR 57
1) ESG K I BEFFARA T 55 Al ot oA IEAH G L R B £ ESG WA/ B IE R AN EZE X RN
SER IS BEREE . AT R SR R R B DA O

TESM R R TTH, MEEE. 7615 (2023) I\ 0 R U7 (1) ESG RILA@E FER(E EAXFR. St il
FIZSHRE IR ZR, MR G5B A [1]. X EF45E(2025) L0 A B ETdE M T e %, K
B L) ESG F I IE [7] 52 1 53 55 Rl 58 ROAR [2] o BRASCZE 45 (2020) e ik 5 245 THT AR AN 20 285 T A 504 [ U5 6 B
ESG RILPEAR T i mss, HAsAyasf ], R Wigm 7 i EE8]. 4 #E%(2022) F) H
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2007~2021 4 A i b1 A "l AT 2 E 2 7 AR 3G, 45 R R4l ESG 1143 I RE 8 PRI o1 45 fak %
RS, FE EACH R A RN oA T 63 77 AL Fh A R R2[4]. Mustafa 25(2025) LA A ] 535 el b 17 A 5O 7T
MR, BRI R T ESG RILALW ML SEERAT S 0848, PFRAR A B oA HAE (GREfE0ERE]) L
Jiti 5, ESG FRILIFTHATAE GE U IR B RN 0L i3 25 35 [5] . Xu Z5(2025)38 i SEE A HTiE s 4k ESG R EL
A CAPRARAT S5 Rl B A, 380 5 (L S B IR B BRI AL R v T XU R Ak A, TR R A1 s Al 1)
155 R AR [6] -

R LR O SCECOASCIR B T B SO R AN T A, (RATIAEAE— S 2 s TENLHIR S
TR 2 R —A i, 6T SRS RS BB W BTG . R S, 24
AT FEARL R DX TREAT B S5 L b, XBUR ph e MBI AR SE A 2« AR K “X
T” HARBIVER, (EANECRET AR HAR R, RAMRBUERNTE ESG MMM ARILIEE ks .

3. Bit5Rig
3.1. ESG RIS HFERMBAMA

FARNAE A AZ DA A R, U RE O PR SR ML X 22 oM i YRR (U BTN BE 7T . ESG R
Mo aalk, JUHIE R PR L O RAR L B L VA BRYE R B N R DAL, SRR 2 1 5 5E 0 AT R fTA
RS Al A IR T RS (R HELDE - T 920 KOS A EE5R[ 7] [8] Al 5 BTN 115 8 22 2 4 v 51 5%
R BE AR BAZ O DR 3R s VBN K DA S I 55135 JE e 1 B A AU, 10 ESG R BLAE AR 5515 2 1
HEAA, TR TR R A A TR ), SRR R ) . ESG RILE AWM R MR
MfESEYE: & ESG RINTE MM K NRHBE AP . S THETIH, WK ESG Ak I3 LLAH 1%
A, TEROr B . IXME S A UL 1 b KR B A i . OTRE RS S, T B PR
BERAS

BB 1. Alk ESG RIS FISTRE B RA UG, B ESG RIVMIL R, 155 Rl BT ALK

3.2.ESG R, ERIEPESHESRBRA

GREWI MR, ESGEEMEREE. HEFPEME, GUBAIREL. BE ESG 15 B M BRA B AR
FIFEAE(2023) 2 T A BEEEIESE, R4F I ESG RIL T w5 BB WIE, T4 S22 3L 20 5 55
PERRAAT M [9]0 15 238 W] A2 Ak 6 R S5 AR DG 38 D STAR I B BRI s v {5 23 W B Al e i A Y 43¢
#% ESG 5 &, MG ARSI IS B2 ME . RS 155, WA A (. XMEIE
Ak AT AS N T A b = i T 7 S G i . ESG BN K ARG, A ESG R I AA Rl 73 F AR 20 B
e

s 2: A7 RIEWIE IS ESG RILE 5@ 5T A M AR GO R, BIME BB W JE s, ESG &
BT 157 55 itk B Jl A 1) BTG A P L5

4. ‘T
4.1. BEERIEESHIERIER
AL 2018~2024 PR A BT A LA FUNWIGEIE AR, XA AT T W ik
1) S ST K L AF,
2) SRR PR B A R REAS
3) BRI ET A F]
4) NTH BRI AE R, X e IE SR AR B HEAT R 1%0 winsor 45 AL .
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LA T 9856 AMFEAS, ARSCHI{E A 55 SR EAE RIE T CSMAR 8 8, AR SR EER H
Hh (BRI 5550 IR 451 5 (CNRDS) ) b 1l 2 ) IV 22837 [ 25040 P«

4.2. ERBE
FC =a + S,ESG + yControl + > Year + Y Industry + & €))

FC = a+ B,ESG + A Trans + B, (ESG *Trans) + yControl + »_Year + )" Industry + & 2)

4.3. TEEN

431 WEREE

WA BN BTSSR B A (FC) . S5 I BT SR 51 55 R B8 BRAS () R AL T 3, 45 & s T 15
P, ASHIEFUR IV 55 9% -5 R R B B0 BUABLA R D0 5055 il B3 AR (A% o T B A b, E RS R PEAG B IR
LS SZ 5 R B AT LU R R AT B 5 55 R 08 A AR

432. BRTE

fRBAS B ESG £, LLAAWIRE(E)EM . ST ES) R A ATHEFE(G)RM: AL
KRR ESG ¥E4, HA4 N AAA. AA. A. BBB. BB. B. CCC. CC. C JUMYTEL, FHfBhmtqtys:
MARB & T, HP CH 1. CCl2--+---AA 8. AAA K9,

433 FTHEE

VAR AR R IE W (Trans) . SR 22 22 8udfe e i (K L i A R B W EE A, JLBLYIRAZ 5 I fe B
P E EORON A, AR IER WA e . (5 R ISEk . SERTE R DU B SE AR 36 BELAE B DY A
YN, PRROTIH, A B D REEXN NG EZEIR, A= 5. B= REifF. C= K&, D= KMk,
TEMREGE. LR, RS ERER.

43.4. EHTE

LAV (Size)« BT W ai 2 (ROA). LT 4E#S (Age). B/ it (Lev). BLG:ii(Cash). #EH 2
f(Board). M ZTU A % (Stock) BN ELFR(FA). FTA BT (SOE). #4HIAHEK R (Growth), Elki A
(Revenue). 55— KA Fri L (Hoder) T T 117 & Lk (BoMar) 2 il A8 & .

AR (s Bandk 1R

Table 1. Definition of variables
#F1 TEENE

A A BERS AR B4R A g S
W fl e i FC AN A 45 9 F R £
iR A ESG ESG %3 B4 ESG VF4
E 2827 1EE E PR
S e HE4IE S V5
G B A G ¥4
VAT AR Trans 5 BB RAE YR AE T4 8 1) A A5 S B R 1P 1

A. B. C. D Z5lksrHh 4~1
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P Size Al RS B+ 1 HO
Age AR FREAAEGI A 1 E TR PR
ROA BT R 2 R Y e
Lev B R SR AT
Cash &R MR &S E
Board LR HREAPEFN LR
Stock i S0 7 % % &I 4 LU BB (AR R el 4R %
FA AR (BN T= — FH)EN 5
SOE PIEER SRl 1, JEEAMEA0
Hoder B KIRZR B RIRZR A M R0 B S R B
Esgivdaal
BoMar K T T A EG K AN B T A
Growth BRI MEHBERA - FERERAN EERHEIRA
Reven Bl AR ENM IO B A% H

5. SLELER
5.1 fERMLg

5 55 A Ut A (FC) P48 8 0.02, 47 %1 0.018, ¥(E S 308, A AAxS 6 AR, b {5 45
BERAR IBRUEZE R 0.02, B BHFEA A5 55 b B AR R B /N o T/ IME 29—0.03, W] REAFLE B fil %
FRAS, 0 AT R b v B BN R T RLE S, BORA 0.767, A7 7E K Ui B H HE AR B rR ZE AR KT
T B Al A5t 55 A B8 B 1) — MRRRAIE  fRRR AR 1 ESG RILVE 4> X [N 1~9 43, 454 ESG [-FI41H 2 3.984,
HHALEL 4.000, HZITEEEL 4, WEEAREARML ESG BEAARI TS, m/MA 1. mOKME 7, FrdEZE 0.84, U3
BN BRI 2 Fis o

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of key variables
2. FETERFERMSIT

BEAIR FHE it 22 RREDA B/ME BAE SRS

FC 0.02 0.02 0.018 -0.031 0.767 9856
ESG 3.984 0.84 4.000 1 7 9856

E 2.187 1.263 2.000 1 8 9856

S 4.787 1576 5.000 1 9 9856

G 4.82 1.347 5.000 1 8 9856
Size 22.805 1.194 22.680 19.13 28.29 9856
Age 15.419 6.996 13.000 1 32 9856
Roa 0.02 0.166 0.027 ~4.782 7.446 9856
Lev 0.487 0.218 0.481 0.025 5.906 9856
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Bk

Cash 0.057 0.099 0.051 —0.494 4.636 9856
Hoder 30.513 13.978 28.450 1.84 87.7 9856
Board 8.476 1.583 9.000 5 16 9856
FA 1.325 1.275 1.048 0.064 34.274 9856
BoMar 0.361 0.173 0.343 —0.687 1.223 9856
Trans 2.384 0.144 2.000 1 4 9856
Reven 0.838 18.03 0.084 —28.589 1145.108 9856
Growth 1.679 1.011 1.387 0.634 13.085 9856
Stock 0.066 0.464 —0.011 —0.782 4.566 9856
Soe 0.369 0.483 0.000 0 1 9856

5.2. [EVALR T

5.2.1. ESG R ERFZRUB A

ASCIAE T ESG RILG 55 At (A Z M1 &, FILAE 2| ESG 1 R % N-0.022, 7E 1%/KF L&
%o RUFM ESG RILAEIE T PGS EAKTR . SARACHE ) sl A& s (% XSS 5, I /D BN LR 1 KUK
WA, AT AR R T A o 3% 28 Al T E A P R A R A AT, ESG il . AR EE 1 ks, 3=
A TIEB A E B . RS AR5 F, 5= ESG MU TG EE— K AL AR 5515 B hn il
A Bh BN PR B RS Ao, /b R BRI S B0 i R

SFREE(E)s +E£3(S)s VAHL(G) =AM BT A AT R B 3): = /N BE 106 £3t 55 il % il AR
FEAE S ARSI, (HAEEEE . SUmsRE b R R, F AR IR B (E) I R BAS RN ik FLI R, 1R
YERE(G)IRZ, HeUifE (SRR TS, A4MAI ESG WESME M/ . il T 584 2 il 2 o 5 33URh
WA, 1% (E) B0 IS0 B i, A% 0 Y5 T IER RS J22 TR X A8 IR, 1) i i 1 24 T 5 4 B R L ) B e
Vo UNAD R R

Table 3. Regression results of ESG performance and cost of debt financing

5% 3. ESG RMEHREMEMARE YL

FC FC FC FC
ESG -0.022""
(-6.6110)
E -0.023"*
(-7.021)
S -0.013"
(-3.306)
G -0.021"
(-5.683)
AR eyl 51l 51l 5l
N 9856 9856 9856 9856
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ak
Industry kil Eikiil ekl kil
Year Eickil Eickil Eiil st
r 0.317 0.33 0.331 0.33
F 38.101 40.451 40.599 41.048

5.2.2. ESG &I, RRIEPAESHREMARE

RYEZE 4 A7%0: ESG FME EIEHREM AR50 3108 0.0258. 0.0026. 45415 S ELIRFI(E EAXTFR
HE, RYEW S5k ESG X il vt A FARMEH « B s B EE S mhigthis A S thRE R,
PABRARAS BRI, 1035 B S IR 238 ESG {5 5 v (S BRI OCHE . il & 7E ESG # 5 R4
FEAORBN RS A ARG B0 L 1R R RSRIRAR S, TARE B B AL SR $2 S AL ESG.
FEANFRELIS YA G (5 B 2RO, SRR S, 17 ESG 53 B B AT 2 SR E B
MIRRIEANEE, —ESA IS 1+ 1> 2 AR,

Table 4. Regression results of ESG performance, information transparency, and debt financing
F 4. ESG RI\ FRIBMESHSMZEMAREITLER

FC
ESG —0.0258"™"
(-8.2539)
Trans -0.0026""
(-5.3991)
ESG_Trans —-0.0016™"
(~4.6986)
A & i)
N 9856
Industry Ecoxiil
Year i)
r? 0.3375
F 41.0546

53 MEMSRETHE

53.1. TATE;

T R AT B ) R, A SRS T R A (2018) 2 LA (2020) i, S T AR A AT M A oA
Ak ESG VAN ISSMEAE N T HAR &, @ Wb B TR AR LT AR MRS, 45 Rk 5 FoR. Rk
i T L HRASE FE =119.45; &LbsdER, FIH >10 EPofiEZ5g TRASEMH . FAE =119.45, i
KF G FAE, B0 T HARFRATIIEAL AL P ES 5N AR ESG MRS, il 2 T A &M
RS, W T 5 LATEFEIM T RIR. ERH LR ERG, ESG BTt 1 A, M5l Ak
BE K 0.021 HhL. X5 RS FE TSR, B ESG RILLTF, A5 mhi AL

=
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Table 5. Instrumental variable method
%5 THEHTE®.

ESG FC1
ESG -0.021™"
(-5.4674)
v 0.245™"
—8.5326
N 9856 9856
Industry 5 il i
Year 5 il £t
r? 0.2106 0.3216
F 37.1234 38.7421

5.32. BRERTE

ASCAY P 1B b2k ESG VEZK & i HAIE ESG VFZK . PIEmhLE ESG VEZLER & H 57 55 450 A I K&
B H B, BA—eiaemtE, gty A+ AL A—. B+, B. B—. C+. C. C-LLK D %,
ASCHRYE B Rk ESG VPR AT I E BHUEE, Hh A+Jy10, AN 9, RIREME, DA 1. BHELR
W4 6 fiw, SRR R RIKIHEE

Table 6. Replacement of explanatory variables

*6. BMMBETE

FC
ESG1 —0.0208™"
—8.5326
N 9856
Industry )
Year et
r2 0.2974
F 35.4275

6. FEtESHT
6.1. ETITIRRMESH

HI7C 7 AT, ARRG YA, ESG 5T 1 B4, 155 Rl B A B 2 AR 0.018 0L mim A4, ESG
TARTE 1 BAL, 5755 Rl U AN S35 A1 0.0233 ANz, RLITT 2, ESG RN 55 il B AR 1) 71 17) W 7E
TG RATI A R, LIS RS D 5 AT Al T i B e A RS, A IAMREBGR AL 15
JUABLRAS . FEEIRAE, BORCAK LIRS & WA RS 45 R 0 BN BIURK . URET, ESG BRI H I
SR JRE (V4R T R] S L ) SN A ol AT R PR B KU A5 5 2 3 PR BT I 2 KU )
YL, HUk ESG BB SR RN R o AR {5 AT ML AR A S A BT AR, ESG RILFIAFRIE HIAH
XSS EN R, 2RI A 2 SHERA BT I ZR & 15 5 55 .

DOI: 10.12677/jlce.2026.151007 65 KR

N
K

]

H


https://doi.org/10.12677/jlce.2026.151007

FR¥, FEK

Table 7. Industry heterogeneity analysis

F7ATURERMES R

s Je i s e i
ESG —0.018*** —0.0233***
(~4.6281) (-6.7122)
N 7358 2498
Industry il 5l
Year Eictil il
r2 0.2819 0.1697
F 47.81 41.52

6.2. ETHAMNMRA RS

[ A BUAE KA, SERREEHAONBURFER T T 52, AR A BURA N SARBURN 4K, sEhrdz
HIANZNERN K. RIELFRKENAL 8), ESG FRILXT 55 Rl Bt A 1) 71 1] fE i /5 JF [E 45 4 b 5
5. XKW, MBETEA MY, AREA S S ESG RILFFRG 55 MBS A AR R . &%,
A FE A ool H R BT b 3 i 1 o B 7™ B P R B 20 RO B AN IR, BT HL U A FEE B 5
VRIS, ESG RIUFNME S%E TR MIERIESCHE, RIFH ESG RILAE A AN AL i 4 Mk KU B 4% e
KL EREVERIBAE S, A MRS B AXIFR, I SRR E AR 53 A o

HK, AREA LBk Z B OR o BT il 3l A7 A2 BUR B PR AR AT UL R A3, BB g 2
PSR AR, X ESG R LB ERLSS ;s T AREA ol ot OR, ESG RIS A IPAL HAE
FAR: OB BN 784565, AL ESG HIL BRI BE % .

Table 8. Analysis of property rights heterogeneity
8. FENRRMSH

EHAEH EEFA
ESG —0.0195™" —0.0208""
(~4.6632) (~6.8874)
N 3247 6209
Industry 23 il il
Year 5 il 25 il
r? 0.1606 0.2623
F 37.9834 22.8401

7. IREGLEEIN
7.1. ARG

B “XU” FHADAHSCBUR ISR, ESG RIMENAEM 5515 B A6 T a4 s . mliE Sk
SRR T, T T A F R R AL ESG BRI N5 ESG WA 4R e ESG 15 B FEFRE. A
RET IR R R 5, R 2018~2024 AEF 1R A I LT A FCAFEA, $RF ESG R IG5 55 il ¥ A 115
W, AT

H—, RIFH ESG FILE I FFEIAE BARIR . S 0] L B ISR AE 5, 9D AN EE K
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WS, AT AR BT AR . 58 =, = ANERZ R0 01 55 R BT A P A B R, EAE R 251, S o
JEEZRYIE, Hrh IR YR L (R A RN i HLA B, VR BRYEREIR L, AR . B =,
FEVH TN T T, 5 BB W REIE MY ESG RIS G55 ML BT A M ARG R R . S50, 857 LA 5
JiTHl, ESG FRIUNT 5 55 Rl B A (K 0 [ 2 MALAE s G AT ML AR B s AT A Ak, AR Alkidid 2
% ESG RILFEARGST Al BT RA K MR E R

7.2. BREN

T, FEZERUSRTE ESG R, RIS EALEILHE . IBYEREF AN ORB A, JGHE
r G FAT AR, FE I A SRARS, AL ERRHEBORE . ORI (G B, WA e R
o, GRS VIR IR BRI N R B XS SR, I AR B AI L RRAE S i . Rl
P SR B I, ISR BT A B2 S IR IR AR . AL S fE /R SR B AL, R 5% TS
A PENBE TR B AR PR HE R O P AL AR, 0 5 TR IR . NI ESG AR,
i 5 =7 WU SRR T A 2 Al A AT (5 R

X TR, B5EE ESG WKE MR R, st 22 F A5 BRSNS o T 0T T AL AOAT Mk 53 oL PEAFAE
SR TR R ESC M TFEHESE: W 555 =77 ESG PN EAE, TFAERCE A 4Lk
(¥] ESG MBS 1At T B, F A fif gt 2 248 P AL Xk LA A 1 1) AL

T BOREE, BEORCBORIMER, 563 ESG AR R HT IR 3 B IERT 7 as R, BUOkH €&
kR XK BOR S st e it TR, 7RG OETE. SOOURNE SRR, X ESG £
PUS fAlb 25 7 SE TR R A R AR R S S AR [, BHX 2022 4 ESG 8 BE B LA Seiti b R, it
—B BT ERLGT], IR ESG S E RS POTIN AR, X EE T Bl HSL kg TR
G B AR (BB SR, AR TR e AR A

SE ik
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